Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) is work behavior that violates the rules/norms (written or unwritten) that could potentially harm an organization or members of an organization. This study aimed to explain CWB based on the condition of the quality of work life (QWL). CWB can be negative behavior towards co-workers/supervisors/subordinates in the workplace (CWB-I) and can be either negative behavior towards tasks/rules/organizational system (CWB-O). Participants in this study were the members of National Police. The number of participants was 305 people. Based on the analysis, the better the quality of relationships with supervisors (supervisory), the implementation of work culture (constitutionalism), the quality of relationships with co-workers (co-worker), and the quality of tasks/ responsibilities (promotion), the lower the CWB-I. Meanwhile, the lower levels of CWB-O were predicted by the promotion of quality of relationships with supervisors (supervisory). The study raised a further question concerning why the higher quality of/balance between work and private life (work life balance) led into the higher levels of CWB-I.
tional Police (October 25, 2013 -January 16, 2015 , stated that the number of sanctions or punishments for Indonesian Police personnel who committed violations has have increased in 2014 compared to that in 2013. During 2014, a total of 9,892 police personnel violated the law; while the number of sanctions given to the POLRI personnel who violated the law in 2013 were 4,315.
Sanctions given to the POLRI members who committed disciplinary violations have increased by 129.2% (Munir, 2014) . In addition, based on the reports of public complaints through the Ombudsman institution, the police force was one of the institutions that had the 3rd (third) highest number of reported violations. The local government had 2,329 reports (45.02%), the police had 668 reports (12.91%), and government Ministries had 520 reports (10.05%).
This phenomenon indicates that the police who should have been the enforcer of discipline and rules, have instead become the violators of the rules. In Government Regulation Number 2 of the year 2003 regarding the obligation and prohibition against the members of police, it was stated that the members of POLRI are obligated to comply with the prevailing legislation concerning official duties and general duties and to behave politely in the community. They are also prohibited from doing things that damage the reputation of the Indonesian National Police.
The POLRI members who show inappropriate behavior as described in the rules above are considered showing counterproductive work behavior (CWB; Marcus & Schuler, 2004; Sackett, 2002) . CWB is indicated by a numerous behaviors that are not in alignment with the goal/interest of an organization; and are illegitimate; or is indicated by behaviors that violate the rules/norms, or show deviant workplace behaviors (Robinson & Bennett, 1995) .
Despite the increased violations of discipline by POLRI members, there have been limited studies that explain various (potential) types of violations under the concept of CWB. Jacobs, Belschak, and Hartog (2014) have conducted CWB research among the members of police force. Jacobs et al. (2014) stated that perceived supervisor and organizational support are the mediators between justice perceptions and CWB (unethical work behavior) in the police force. That is, participants tended to perform CWB when participants perceived that perceived supervisor and organizational support were at lower levels. Based on the research by Jacobs et al. (2014) , it can also be interpreted that perceived supervisor and organizational support play more roles in explaining CWB, rather than justice perception factor.
The authors argue that perceived supervisor and organizational support can be combined into a concept called Quality of Work Life (QWL). Brunault et al. (2014) suggested that perceived organizational support is associated with QWL. Similarly, Dhar (2012) stated that improving the QWL is synonymous with increasing perceived organizational support. Kottke and Sharafinski (1988) formulated the concept of supervisory support as an operational concept of organizational support. In the context of QWL, supervisors play a role in activities aimed at increasing QWL (Walton, 1980) . Based on the relationships between the concepts of perceived supervisor, organizational support, and QWL, the concept of perceived supervisor and organizational support should be represented by the QWL concept in explaining or predicting CWB.
There have not been a numerous research studies that explain the link between the QWL and CWB, particularly in the police force. Hart, Wearing, and Headey (1994) explained the uniqueness of quality of life (QoL) in police force. In their article, Hart et al. (1994) explained that QoL of police is largely sourced from the quality of work life (QWL) experienced. Although employees and police members have experienced various aspects of QWL in their work activities, QWL of police members is unique. Compared to employees in the workplace in general, QWL of police officers has a uniqueness at least in terms of the security and comfort of working conditions. According to Hart et al. (1994) , the police's work environment is often exposed to dangerous and risky situations. Such conditions are the specific stressors for the police, which are most likely not experienced by employees outside the police service.
QWL is often perceived by police officers as a stressor, which can trigger CWB. Smoktunowicz, Baka, Cieslak, Nichols, Benight, and Luszczynska (2015) explained that CWB of police officers is predicted by job demands. The higher number of job demands and job control, without social support, is related to burnout experienced by the police. CWB by the members of police force are responses to the stressors (job demands and job control) experienced by the police. Meanwhile social support, in QWL concept, is the operationalization of supervisory and co-worker aspects.
Further research is needed to test the relationship between QWL aspects and CWB. Mazzola and Kessler (2012) have explained that CWB is negatively related to quality of life. However, there has yet to be an explanation of the relationship between quality of work life (QWL) and CWB (particularly organizational CWB [CWB-O] and interpersonal CWB [CWB-I] . Additionally, the relationships between QWL aspects and CWB dimensions have not yet explained.
Based on the previous literature, the authors proposed a quality of work life (QWL) variable to explain CWB. There were several purposes of study: to describe various (potential) types of counterproductive behavior (CWB) committed by the members of police force; to describe various aspects of quality of work life (QWL) among the members of police force; and to test the role of quality of work life (QWL) as a CWB predictor. The benefits of this study, in addition to being used to explain/predict CWB based on the QWL concept, were also providing an insight into QWL that can be used by the POLRI organization to formulate programs for police personnel. By revealing the significant aspects of QWL in explaining CWB among the members of police force, this study was expected to be the basis of policy/intervention program formulation for the POLRI organization. The efforts to reduce CWB based on research were: creating policies (regulations) that prevent CWB (Boye & Jones, 1997) ; organizational restructuring that lead to team work (organic structure; Kessler, 2007) ; treating employees fairly (interactional/justice policy; Chang & Smithikrai, 2010) ; providing supervisory support to subordinates (social support from supervisor; Sakurai & Jex, 2012) ; reducing job stressors (Brown, 2012) ; providing organizational support (Jacobs, Belschak, & Hartog, 2014) ; and providing a constructive feedback to those who commit CWB (Suyasa, 2015) .
Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB)
CWB is considered as behavior that is inconsistent with norms/rules of an organization or as deviant workplace behavior that is potentially harmful to individuals and organizations (Robinson & Bennett, 1995) . The behavior of CWB denotes actions that are illegitimate or against the interests of an organization (Sackett, 2002) . CWB is predictable work behavior which is based on the frustration-aggression model (Fox & Spector, 1999) or based on the emotion-centered model (Fox & Spector, 2002) . According to Fox and Spector (1999; , CWB is defined as work behavior triggered by negative emotions.
The authors posit that in explaining CWB, definitions by Robinson and Bennett (1995) and Sackett (2002) , are objective, clear, focused on observed behavior, and do not rule out that CWB can be explained by models/theories other than frustration-aggression or emotion-centered models. Some studies explain that CWB is not due to frustration-aggression, but because of a lack of closeness to the social environment (based on social control models of deviance, Hirschi, 1969; as cited in Bennett & Robinson, 2000) ; the influence of learning on social situations (based on social learning theory, Bandura, as cited in Kwok, Au, & Ho, 2005 , Smithikrai, 2008 , or it is based on social exchange theory (Thibaut & Kelley, as cited in Sakurai & Jex, 2012) .
According to Bennett and Robinson (2000) , counterproductive work behavior can be classified into two types: behaviors that are potentially harmful to individual or organizational members (interpersonal deviance or interpersonal counterproductive work behavior [CWB-I] ) and behaviors that are potentially harmful to an organization (organizational deviance or organizational counterproductive work behavior [CWB-O] ). Both types of behaviors are the results of factor analysis toward the typological concept of deviant workplace behavior formulated by Robinson and Bennett (1995) , namely: (a) political deviance (minor-interpersonal deviance); (b) personal aggression (serious-interpersonal deviance); (c) production deviance (minor-organizational deviance); and (d) property deviance (serious-organizational deviance).
Behavior indicators for CWB-I include: being nasty to a fellow worker, starting an argument with someone at work, being verbally abusive to a co-worker; playing a practical joke on someone at work; failing to help a co-worker. Behavioral indicators for CWB-O include: stealing something from work, cheating on the employer; wasting work time or daydreaming rather than doing work; complaining about insignificant things at work; purposely coming to work or back from lunch breaks late; purposely ignoring the supervisor; staying home from work and using sickness as a the reason.
Quality of Work Life (QWL)
A numerous studies on QWL are generally aimed at improving organizational performance (Katzell, 1983; Lawler, 1982) . To date, there is no a universally accepted, a single definition of the QWL (as cited in Hammer, & Zimmerman, 2011) . However, from a variety of definitions, QWL is generally defined as an evaluation made by employees/individuals on their work environment based on their experiences, satisfaction, opportunity to participate in a decisionmaking, and based on their relationships with coworkers, or their psychological well-being. Walton (1980) stated that the concept of QWL is based on aspects such as: adequacy and fairness of compensation, security in working environment, appropriateness of rights/opportunities granted to employees, capacity building for employees, opportunities for a career development, good relationships between employees in the workplace, balancing between family and work life, upper management's attention to employees' welfare, opportunities to channel aspirations, and assessment on various supportive work characteristics (such as a variety of skills required, task clarity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback).
The Role of QWL as a Predictor of CWB based on Social Exchange Theory
Based on Social Exchange Theory (SET; Homans, 1958; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) , employee behavior is based on a perceived obligation arising from reciprocal relationships between two parties. In this case, an organization is the first party and an employee is the second party. A sense of responsibility held by all parties arise from the provision of support/ material resources or affective support/trust flowing from the first party to the second party (and vise versa). Sakurai and Jex (2012) used SET to explain CWB. In their study, they explain that the lower the support from superiors (in terms of attention, empathy, appreciation, and information), the higher the employees' tendency to show CWB.
Despite using SET to explain CWB, Sakurai and Jex's (2012) study is limited to civil servants (nonpolice staff). Within the scope of police officers, Mc Carthy, Trougakos, and Cheng (2016) used SET to explain the performance of police personnel. Mc Carthy et al. (2016) explained that the performance of police personnel is considered good, even if the police officers are emotionally exhausted and if the relationships between police officers and their superiors are well established. The better the relationships between police officers and their superiors, the more likely that the police officers feel a sense of responsibility for not committing CWB.
Within the scope of police personnel, CWB may include a violation of norms/rules, or doing things that are potentially harmful to (decrease the reputation of) the police organization. The members of police are likely to engage CWB, either CWB-I (e.g., saying things that hurt the feelings of co-workers, playing a joke on employers/colleagues, or showing negative feelings to superiors/co-workers in performing tasks); or CWB-O (e.g., wasting working time, complaining about things at work, arriving late, stalling, faking illness to avoid work).
CWB conducted by the members of police force can be explained by reciprocal relationships between both parties (SET). In this case, the police organization (as the first party) and members of police force (as a second party). The members of police will have a sense of responsibility for displaying appropriate behavior in accordance to the prevailing norms/ rules, in a sense that police members will not conduct CWB when the police organization provides them with resources/support; either material support or social support in the form of affection/trust. Researchers argue that the support/organizational resources of the police (the first party) can be explained by the QWL concept.
In the QWL concept, material supports include salary/benefits, funding support or training opportunities (personal development), career promotion opportunities, and adequate working environment facilities received by the members of police force (working condition). Meanwhile, social support may include a good relationship with fellow members of police (co-worker), adequate time for individual/family life (a balance of work and family), and a good relationship with supervisors (supervisory).
The various aspects of QWL received by police members will be returned to the organization in the form of effort/performance (perceived obligation), by not displaying CWB. The behavior of CWB displayed by the members of police force is indicative of a lack of a sense of responsibility (perceived obligation). The more positive QWL that employees receive, the more positive their performances, or the lower their CWB. Based on the above framework, the hypotheses were formulated as follows:
H1: Quality of work life would negatively affect counterproductive work behavior. The better the quality of work life (QWL), the lower the counterproductive work behavior (CWB).
Methods

Participants
All participants were given informed consent and were informed that their participation was voluntary.
In this study, the authors planned to collect data from around 500 police force members. However, due to limitations in the field, only 305 police force members were recruited. The age of participants ranged from 18-58 years (M = 27.42; SD = 8.85). Most participants were males (261 or 85.60%), the remaining were females (44 or 14.44%). The task force was mostly distributed in the Sabhara unit (111 participants, or 36.29%), with the duration of duties of 1-37 years (M = 8.73; SD = 8.27).
Measure
Counterproductive work behavior (CWB). CWB measurements were performed on a self-report basis, using the adapted Workplace Deviance measurement scale (Bennett & Robinson, 2000) . CWB-I was measured using 21 items. Examples of the items were "I like to play mean pranks on others"; "I like to make fun of other people"; "In the workplace, I express my feelings of resentment/anger toward others". Higher scores indicate that participants are more likely to make pranks on others, to make fun of other people, and to express feelings of resentment/anger toward others at work. The internal consistency of the 21-item CWB-I measure was good (α = .96).
CWB-O was measured using 27 items. Example of the items were: "I set aside time on the job, to do my personal business."; "I use my work time for less productive activities (talking to my colleagues about things outside my job)"; "I postpone tasks that are urgent". Higher CWB-O scores indicate that participants take their time off to do personal business, to discuss things outside work, and to postpone urgent tasks. The internal consistency of the CWB-O measure was good (α = .97).
The process of administering the CWB measure was based on the frequency rating format. According to Dalal (2005) , the measurement of CWB based on frequency rating would make individuals focus on their behavior and thus, provide better discriminant validity evidence than agreement rating. Measuring CWB based on agreement rating has a lower chance on making an individual focus on his/ her behavior, but rather focusing on his/her attitudes or thoughts of CWB based on his/her belief and normative considerations (Dalal, 2005) . In CWB measurements based on frequency rating, participants were required to give a cross-mark in accordance with their intensity of CWB in the last 30 days. If participants give a cross to the number "1" on a particular item number, then the participants state that in the last 30 days "they have done CWB once", which is listed on the line/number of the item, and this continues to the option number "5". If participants cross the number "0" on a particular item number, then the participants state that they have "never" done CWB.
Quality of work life (QWL).
The quality of work life measure used in this study refers to aspects of the quality of work life according to Walton and five sub-dimensions of Hackman and Oldham (Rostiana, Zamralita, & Suyasa, 2015) . These aspects include job characteristics, social relevance of employer, co-worker, pay and benefit, personal development, balance of work and family, promotion, safe and healthy working condition, supervisory, and work culture. For each item, the participants were required to state their agreement on a 5-point rating scale, which were: Brk = very bad; Krng = bad; Ckp = enough; Baik = good; Istmw = excellent.
The first aspect of quality of work life is job characteristic. Job characteristic is defined as a freedom in making decisions, performance appraisal systems, job clarity and responsibilities in the job, as well as the opportunity to use various skills at work. The higher the job characteristic scores, the more participants judge that the organization is better at giving freedom in making decisions, having a clear job appraisal system, having clearer tasks and responsibilities in work, and having a better opportunity to use their skills at work. This aspect has seven indicators. The examples of job characteristic items are: "Freedom in making decisions" and "Clarity of tasks and responsibilities in work". The internal consistency of this aspect was .841.
The second aspect is social relevance of employer, which means a company's attention to the condition of a wider community around the office, company's efforts to meet customer expectations, as well as company's efforts to produce goods, taking into account the health and safety of customers. The higher the social relevance scores indicate that participants view the company as paying more attention to the condition of community around the office, showing better efforts to meet customer expectations, and to produce goods, taking into account the health and safety of customers. This aspect has five indicators. Examples of social relevance of employer items are: "Attention of the institution/company to the condition of the community around the office" and "Institutional/corporate efforts to produce goods/services, taking into account the health/ safety of customers". The internal consistency of this aspect was .830.
The third aspect is co-worker, which means the availability of social support, social relationships, and communication among co-workers. Higher co-worker scores indicate that participants evaluate higher levels of social support, social relationships, and communication among co-workers. This aspect has three indicators. Examples of co-worker items are: "Social support from co-workers" and "Communication among co-workers". The internal consistency of this aspect was .683.
The fourth aspect is personal development, which means opportunities to continue education (school) while still working, opportunities to learn special skills (opportunity to attend trainings), opportunities to apply own skills/knowledge, as well as opportunities for self-development. Higher scores of personal development indicate that participants evaluate that the company is better at giving the opportunity to continue education (school) while still working, the opportunity to explore certain skills (training opportunities), the opportunity to apply owned skills/knowledge, and the opportunity for self-development. This aspect has four indicators. Examples of personal development items are: "The opportunity to experience certain skills (training opportunities)" and "The opportunity to apply the skills/knowledge they have". The internal consistency of this aspect was .659.
The fifth aspect of quality of work life is pay and benefits, which means the presence of funds for recreation, facilities/health insurance, monthly income, and pension fund programs. The higher the pay and benefit scores, the more participants judge that the company is better in providing funds for recreation, facilities/health insurance, having better monthly income, and pension fund program. This aspect has five indicators. Examples of pay and benefit items are: "Health / Benefit Facility" and "Income per month". The internal consistency of this aspect was .827.
The sixth aspect is balance of work and family, which means the presence of a company's support in solving family problems, providing opportunities to work on hobbies outside of work and resolving domestic affairs/duties, and the availability of time for their families. The higher the balance of work and family scores, the more participants consider that the company is better at providing support to participants in resolving family issues, providing more opportunities to work on hobbies outside of work and to finish household tasks, and increasing the availability of time for participants for their families. This aspect has four indicators. Examples of balance of work and family items are: "The support from the company to resolve family issues" and "Opportunities to complete domestic work/duties". The internal consistency of this aspect was .656.
The seventh aspect is promotion, which means that there are clarity of career improvement mechanism, career opportunity development, and a reward system given to workers according to performance. The higher the scores of promotion, the more participants consider that there is clarity of career improvement mechanism, more career development opportunities, and a good service system to participants based on their performance. This aspect has three indicators. Examples of promotion items are: "Clarity of career improvement mechanism" and "Reward system for workers based on their performance". The internal consistency of this aspect was .751.
The eighth aspect is safe and healthy working condition, which means that there are security and health facilities in the working environment, the presence of information technology facilities (computers, signal, internet network), as well as a comfortable workplace. Higher scores in this aspect indicate that participants evaluate their company is better at providing security and health facilities in the working environment, providing information technology facilities (computers, signal, internet network), and providing comfort in the workplace. This aspect has three indicators. Examples of safe and healthy working condition items are: "Information technology facilities (computer, signal, internet network)" and "Workplace convenience". The internal consistency of this aspect was .650.
The ninth aspect is supervisory, which means attention from a direct supervisor to the personal problems of subordinates, work examples set by a direct supervisor, communication a direct supervisor with subordinates, ability of a direct supervisor to direct subordinates, and consistency of a direct supervisor in implementing regulations. Higher supervisory scores mean that participants feel their direct supervisor is concerned about participants' personal problems, sets a better work example, is more capable to direct participants, and is more consistent in implementing regulations. This aspect has five positive indicators. Examples of supervisory items are: "The ability of direct supervisor in directing subordinates" and "Communication of direct supervisor with subordinates". The internal consistency of this aspect was .810.
The tenth aspect is work culture, which means the availability of culture (value) of regularity and its implementation in work, the implementation of mission of a company, the cultivation of creativity and prioritization of work achievements. Higher scores in work culture correspond with participants' increasingly positive view on their company's culture (value) of regularity and its implementation in work, the implementation of mission of the company, and the cultivation of creativity and prioritization of work achievements. This aspect has eight indicators. Example items of this aspect are: "Culture (value) regularity/discipline in work" and "Image of work-place/work institution". The internal consistency of this aspect was .757.
Results
Description of Counterproductive Work Behavior
To illustrate counterproductive behavior of participants, the authors used descriptive statistical me- 
Interpersonal Counterproductive Behavior
Making fun of supervisor or co-worker. Telling inappropriate (embarrassing) stories to others about supervisor or coworker. Disliking certain supervisor or co-worker. Saying something that could offend supervisor or co-worker. Behaving (talking) rudely to supervisor or co-worker. Making inappropriate comments in the workplace. Expressing resentment/anger to supervisor or co-worker in the workplace. Avoiding supervisor or co-worker on the basis of race/ethnicity/place of origin. Playing a mean prank on supervisor or co-worker.
Organizational Counterproductive Behavior
Using time at work to do unproductive activities (talking to co-worker about things unrelated to the job). Extending regular break times. Coming late without notifying supervisor or co-worker. Delaying tasks that should be done. Not being motivated to do the job. Going home earlier without notifying supervisor. Using telephone/internet for things unrelated to the job. Delegating tasks to supervisor or co-worker that are supposed to be my responsibility. Saying sick to supervisor or co-worker but in reality not being sick. Taking home office equipments (paper, pens, etc.) without notifying supervisor or co-worker. Manipulating receipts (that is not correct/valid) to get reimbursement from the company. Trying to get tips/additional pay/overtime compensation in doing tasks. Setting aside time at work to do personal activities. Not paying attention to the work assigned by supervisor. Leaving the desk (office desk) unclean or untidy. Discussing confidential information not with supervisor (or any authorized figures). Setting aside time to gossip about bad things that happened in the workplace. Telling others numerous bad things that happened in the workplace.
1.00
1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 Note. Range of measurement 0 -5; 0 = has never done the behavior in question; 1 = has done the behavior in question once;
thods. Based on the results of 305 participants, a description of the counterproductive behavior is shown in Table 1 . Table 1 showed, it is apparent that participants conducted two types of counterproductive behaviors, which were: (a) interpersonal counterproductive behavior (CWB-I), with an average score of 1.52; and (b) organizational counterproductive behavior (CWB-O), with an average score of 1.59. This means that participants conducted 1-2 counterproductive behaviors. Organizational counterproductive behavior seemed to be done slightly more (.07 points) compared to interpersonal counterproductive behavior.
Based on Table 1 , it appears that there were four types of interpersonal counterproductive work behaviors that could be classified as frequently performed by participants (score > M = 1.52). These included: (a) Playing a prank on supervisor or co-worker (Item 6); (b) Making fun of supervisor or co-worker (Item 1a); (c) Saying something that could offend supervisor or co-worker (Item 3c); and (d) Expressing resentment/anger to supervisor or co-worker in the workplace (Item 4).
Meanwhile, there were nine types of organizational counterproductive work behaviors (score > M = 1.59) as seen in Table 1 
Description of Quality of Work Life (QWL)
To describe participants' QWL, the authors used descriptive statisical methods. Based on data from 305 participants, their QWL is presented in Table 2 . Table 2 revealed, there were five QWL aspects that were rated highly by participants. These were (from higher to the lower scores): (a) Relationship with co-worker (Co-worker); (b) Work culture (Constitutionalism); (c) Relationship with Supervisor (Supervisory); (d) Condition/Work facilities (Working Con-dition); and (e) Social relevance of employer.
The Role of Quality of Work Life (QWL) as a Predictor of Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB)
In this section, the authors will explain the role of QWL as a predictor of interpersonal CWB (CWB-I) and the role of QWL as a predictor of organizational CWB (CWB-O).
The Role of QWL as a Predictor of CWB-I
For testing the role of QWL on CWB-I, PLS software (version 3.2.3) was used. Results yielded two outputs, which were: (a) Figure/ image on the role of QWL component to CWB-I ( Figure 1) ; and (b) Statistical coefficients based on the bootstrapping method (Table 3) . Note. Range of measurement 1 -5. 1 = Very Bad; 2 = Bad; 3 = Average; 4 = Good; 5 = Excellent.
Based on the analyses of QWL's role on CWB-I, there were five aspects of QWL that had an impact on CWB-I, which were the aspects of: Supervisory (b = -0.317, p < .01), Work Life Balance (b = 0.184, p < .01), Constitutionalism (b = -0.264, p < .05), p < .05) , and Promotion (b = -0.200, p < .05). Four aspects of QWL (Supevisory, Consitutionalism, Co-Worker, and Promotion) had a negative impact on CWB-I, meaning that the more positive the QWL (i.e., the better relationship with supervisor, the more consistent rules/norms in the workplace, the better relationship with coworkers, and clearer mechanism of career promotion/reward system), the lower/the more negative the CWB-I (i.e., the more likely that participants did not make fun of supervisor, they did not say anything that could offend co-workers, and they were able to manage their feelings of resentment/anger toward their supervisor/co-workers).
Out of the four significant aspects of QWL, one of them (Work Life Balance [WLB]) showed a positive correlation with CWB-I (b = 0.184, p < .01). This means that the lower the WLB (i.e., the less time for participants to work on their hobbies out-side of work, less time for participants to spend time with their family), the lower their CWB-I (i.e., the less time for participants to tell jokes, less chance of saying things that could offend others, and less likelihood of feeling resentful/angry).
The Role of QWL as a Predictor of CWB-O
Testing the impact of QWL on CWB-O was also performed using PLS software (version 3.2.3). The results showed two outputs, which were: (a) Image of the role of QWL's component on CWB-O ( Figure 2) ; and (b) Statistical coefficients based on the bootstrapping method (Table 4) .
Based on the analyses of the role of QWL on CWB-O, only one aspect of QWL had a significant impact, which was supervisory (b = -0.198, p < .01). This aspect had a negative impact on CWB-O, meaning that the higher levels of QWL (i.e., the more capable a supervisor in managing his/her subordinates, the more attentive he/she to subordinates' problems, the more capable he/she to set an example, to have better communication skills, and to be more consistent with rules and regulation), the lower the levels of CWB-O (i.e., participants did not set aside their worktime to do personal activities, they did not postpone their work, they did not try to get tips/extra money/overtime compensation, they did not use Internet/telephone for things outside of work, they did not go home earlier without notifying supervisor). Based on the analyses of the role of QWL on CWB using the bootstrapping method with PLS software (version 3.2.3), it revealed that among the various aspects of QWL, the supervisory aspect was consistent in predicting CWB, either CWB-I (b = -0.317, p = .000), or CWB-O (b = -0.198, p = .019). The higher the supervisory scores, the lower the CWB scores, both the CWB-I and CWB-O scores. This means that the more positive the perception of participants to their supervisor (i.e., the superior was perceived to be able to provide direction, to care about the personal problems of subordinates, to able to set an example in work, to have a good communication with subordinates, and was considered consistent in implementing rules), the lower the intensity of counterproductive work behavior (CWB-I & CWB-O) performed by participants.
Discussion
Although it seems that the police force represents a serious and hierarchical organization, there is an indication that police force members like to make fun of their supervisors/co-workers. Results showed that mischievous behavior (pulling a prank) on others/ supervisors/co-workers was categorized as the most frequent counterproductive work behavior (CWB-I). The second most frequent CWB-I was making fun of supervisors/coworkers, followed by saying things that could offend supervisor/coworkers. The three behaviors could all be done simultaneously, for example when doing security work or during patrol periods.
Despite being done regularly, the frequency of three aforementioned behaviors was still low. The authors assume that such mischievous behavior could be considered as a stress-relief mechanism (Tucker, Sinclair, Mohr, Adler, Thomas, & Salvi, 2009 ), or as a symbol of friendship/relationship between a supervisor and a subordinate. A layman's opinion may suggest that playing a joke on supervisors/co-workers and saying something that might offend them are normal and sometimes necessary. However, based on the definition of counter-productive behavi- Figure 1 . Role of QWL on CWB-I. or, i.e., behavior that is not in accordance with norms/ rules (formal/informal), the authors still consider the above behavior as CWB.
The authors think that the three aforementioned behaviors could be considered as violating the behavioral norms stated on the Kapolri Regulation Number 7 Year 2006 about the Professional Code of Ethics of POLRI, and these behaviors potentially harm the organization and/or POLRI. The articles and paragraphs in the Kapolri Regulation Number 7 Year 2006 concerning the Professional Code of Ethics of POLRI may be violated due to these behaviors, for example: (a) Article 5 (Item c) stating that POLRI members should treat fellow members as dignified subjects; (b) Article 6 stating that POLRI members, in exercising their authority, shall be obliged to observe the norms of decency and morality; (c) Article 8 (Paragraph 1) stating that every member of POLRI is obliged to display a leadership attitude through exemplary behavior and dignity; and (d) Article 9 (Item c) stating that it is the moral duty of a superior or subordinate to show mutual, sincere respect.
Organizational counterproductive work behavior (CWB-O) that was the most frequently done by the police were: setting aside time at work to do personal activities, using time at work to talk about matters unrelated to the job, and postponing tasks that should be done. Such behaviors indirectly violate the Kapolri Regulations Number 7 Year 2006 about the Professional Code of Ethics of POLRI. There is no article in the regulation that specifically states that police force members should not set aside time at work to do personal activities, to use time at work to talk about matters unrelated to the job, or that they should not postpone tasks that need to be done.
If doing personal activities during work and talking to peers about things outside of work do not have the potential to disrupt the completion of tasks, then perhaps it is not urgent to include the prohibition of such behavior to the Professional Code of Ethics of POLRI. However, if the stakeholders (people in the community and POLRI leaders) perceive such behavior as potentially disruptive to the police force's service to the community, then it might be time to consider adding some CWB-O criteria to the Professional Code of Ethics of POLRI.
Results of the hypothesis testing revealed that quality of work life (QWL) had a negative relationship with counterproductive work behavior (CWB). This finding supports Mazzola and Kessler (2012) who explain CWB based on general quality of life. The results of this study are in line with Jacobs et al.'s (2014) findings that perceived supervisor and organizational support are factors that could explain CWB; however both perceived supervisor and organizational support are considered as parts of the QWL concept. It seems that the most influential QWL aspect on CWB (both CWB-I and CWB-O) is supervisory. This implies that lower levels of CWB are associated with more monitoring, help, support, and time given from supervisors to employees.
Based on the results of this study, supervisory was the aspect of QWL that was mostly responsible for CWB (both CWB-I and CWB-O). Based on these findings, the authors suggest that POLRI leaders (or supervisors) should apply optimal supervisory to reduce CWB conducted by POLRI subordinates. This can be done by showing concerns about the personal problems of subordinates, keeping a good level of communication, being consistent in implementing rules and setting a good example in implementing discipline/regulations (or being capable to direct subordinates). With optimal supervisory, it is expected that POLRI members (subordinates) will not conduct CWB (i.e., will not play pranks on people, will not make fun of others or supervisors, will not talk about the bad side of supervisors, or will not use work time to talk about unproductive things outside of work).
In particular, for predicting CWB-I, the QWL aspects that played significant roles include: co-worker, promotion, supervisory, constitutionalism, and work life balance. The better the quality of relationships with co-workers (co-worker), the better the quality of the system of assignment/career improvement (promotion), the better the relationship with supervisor (supervisory), the clearer rules in the workplace (constitutionalism), then the lower the intensity of interpersonal counterproductive work behavior (CWB-I). The lower levels of CWB-I indicate that police officers do not talk about negative things of their colleagues/superiors, do not say anything that potentially makes others offended, or do not show bad attitude when working as the member of police force.
Based on social exchange theory, an individual who feels that they have been received kindness from others will feel responsible (perceived obligation) to repay the kindness. Related to the results of this study, the more the members of police feel that they have received the kindness from the POLRI organization, the more likely they will have a sense of responsibility to repay the kindness in the form of good performance (not doing CWB-I). Good relationships with fellow members of police (co-worker), good relationships with a supervisor (supervisor), a clear system of assignment/career progression (promotion), and the implementation of consistent rules (constitutionalism), are the aspects of QWL perceived by the members of police as positive things that they receive. The various benefits received create a sense of responsibility to repay the kindness. The sense of responsibility will continue as long as the police officers perceive that the four aspects of QWL are continuously received (the equilibrium has not yet reached).
Interestingly, among the five aspects of QWL that played a role in predicting CWB-I (i.e., supervisory, constitutionalism, co-worker, promotion, and work life balance), the aspect of work life balance had a positive relationship with CWB. The higher the work life balance (i.e., the more participants have the opportunity to do their hobbies outside of work and the more time they have for their family), the higher the CWB-I performed by participants. Based on Beauregard and Henry's (2009) research, work life balance was positively associated with performance. If CWB is classified as a negative performance concept (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002) , then CWB should be negatively related to work life balance; in other words, the higher levels of work life balance, the higher the performance (the lower the CWB). But the results of this study showed that the higher levels of work life balance, the lower the performance (the higher the CWB). The result that showed a positive correlation between work life balance and CWB raises a question for further research.
Beuregard and Henry (2009) stated that there was not sufficient evidence to show that increasing work life balance (reducing work life conflict) could increase organizational performance. To explain organizational performance based on the increased work life balance, it requires an investigation on further mechanism or inclusion of other variables that play a role as moderating or mediating variables. For example, work life balance is a form of reward given by an organization to its employees (social exchange process) that could reduce turnover, which then results in saving costs, and finally, influences organizational performance. Beauregard (2014) posited the adaptive/maladaptive perfectionism is a moderating variable that can explain the contexts of work life balance and CWB.
Based on Beauregard's (2014) study, adaptive perfectionism weakened the relationship between informational justice and CWB; whereas maladaptive perfectionism strengthened the relationship between informational justice and CWB. The authors assume that if adaptive/maladaptive perfectionism functions as a moderating variable in explaining the relationship between work life balance (WLB) and CWB-I, then adaptive perfectionism may weaken the relationship between WLB and CWB-I; whereas maladaptive perfectionism may strengthen the relationship between WLB and CWB-I.
Adaptive/maladaptive perfectionism reflects the amount of attention given to a mistake and the level of doubt/negative thoughts on an actions/activities. The authors think that a positive relationship between work life balance and CWB will be (strongly) present when participants have maladaptive perfectionism (i.e., showing too much attention on mistakes and having a sense of doubt on an action/activity). Participants with maladaptive perfectionism who score high on work life balance might end up finding more problems in his/her private or family life when given more opportunities to work on their own personal or family problems. Thus, when arriving at the workplace, participants will complain or show negative emotions on others in the workplace (i.e., they will conduct CWB-I). For future research, the content of such complaints could be further investigated. The authors assume that the complaint might be about imperfect home/family situations or imperfect work conditions (supervisors/co-workers who do not meet their expectations).
On the other hand, the authors understand that complaining at work or showing negative emotions in the workplace is a coping or stress release mechanism (Tucker et al., 2009 ). The members of POLRI who have the need to relate/socialize with family members (parent/child/spouse) may feel that they have only limited time to meet their family due to their working demands. In this condition, it is probable that POLRI members show depressed/sad feeling (Bripka Dewi feat Nadya Rafika, March 02, 2015). To relieve stress, POLRI members may com-plain about the conditions they have experienced to their colleagues, make a joke or conduct CWB-I to reduce their distress.
However, this study has limitations. The authors identify at least three shortcomings in this study. First, the authors acknowledge that this study might con-tain a common method variance bias that is likely to affect the results of this study. In subsequent research, it is necessary to consider methods other than self-report to collect CWB (negative performance) and QWL data. Second, in this study there may be particular types of CWB-I and CWB-O uni-que to the police force that have not yet investigated using current measures. Thus, for subsequent research, focus group discussion (FGD) and in-depth interview might be need to modify the measures used. Through FGD and depth interview, it is expected that the particular types of CWB-I and CWB-O could be identified specifically for the police force, other directorates, particularly the directorates that are highly relied upon by the community. Finally, the finding regarding the positive relationship between the QWL aspect; that is, work life balance and CWB-I has not been explained empirically. Further research is needed to identify variables that can explain in which situation that work life balance is positively related to CWB-I and in which situation it is unrelated (negatively related) to CWB (particularly CWB-I).
Conclusion
Based on this research, the following two points are concluded: (a) There were two types of CWB that were conducted by police officers. The types of CWB-I that were frequently conducted by the members of police force were: pulling pranks on others/co-workers, making fun of others, and saying something that could make others offended. The types of CWB-O that were usually conducted by the members of police force were: setting aside time on the job to do personal activities, using time at work to chat with colleagues on matters unrelated to work, and delaying the tasks that were supposed to be done; (b) Based on the results of the hypothesis testing, the quality of work life (QWL) was negatively related to counterproductive work behavior (CWB). The higher the QWL scores, the lower the levels of CWB. The QWL aspect that play a role on both CWB-I and CWB-O was supervisory.
